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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

The Examiner acknowledges the Applicants' amendments to claims 10 and 17-20, and 
the Applicants' addition of new claims 22-24. In response to these amendments, the objections 
presented in the previous Office Action regarding claims 10 and 19 are withdrawn, as is the 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, rejection of claim 17. 

Regarding claim 10, the Applicants argue that Cannon (U.S. Patent No. 6,044,365 to 
Cannon et ah), presented in the previous Office Action, fails to teach identifier codes, whereby 
different expressions relating to the same object are assigned the same identifier code, as is 
claimed. The Examiner respectfully disagrees with this argument. As more fully described 
below, Cannon explicitly teaches a thesaurus file which comprises an array of keywords, i.e. 
"thesaurus items," and for each keyword, the thesaurus file comprises one or more associated 
"entity identifiers," which ultimately identify the multimedia entity to which each keyword is 
associated (for example, see figures 5 and 7; and their associated description in column 5, line 3 
- column 6, line 1, and column 6, line 3 1 - column 7, line 49). Such an entity identifier, being 
maintained on a computer, is necessarily maintained as code, e.g. in binary form. Accordingly, 
such an entity identifier is considered an "identifier code," like recited in the claimed invention. 

Further regarding claim 10, the Applicants argue that Cannon does not teach "comparing 
identifier codes of the provided table with a stored preference information table including 
identifier codes and expressions for object data in which each expression has a corresponding 
identifier code and in which different expressions relating to the same object data are assigned 
the same identifier code," and "updating the preference information table if the identifier codes 
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are different," as is claimed. The Examiner respectfully disagrees for the reasons presented in 
the following rejection. 

Regarding claim 17, the Applicants further argue that Sumita (U.S. Patent No. 6,581,207 
to Sumita et al.) and Cannon fail to teach "providing an object data expression information table 
from a content description information constructor in a server to a preference information 
constructor in a client when the preference information constructor and the content description 
information constructor do not own jointly an object data expression information table of the 
same content," as is claimed. The Examiner respectfully disagrees for the reasons presented in 
the following rejection. Sumita teaches providing an electronic programming guide from a 
server to a client. Cannon teaches that a thesaurus file may be associated with such multimedia 
content. That is, Sumita and Cannon, in combination, teach providing an object data expression 
information table, i.e. a thesaurus file, from a server to a client, as is more fully described below. 

Regarding each of claims 18-20 and 22-24, the Applicants generally argue that neither 
Sumita nor Cannon teaches or suggests the claimed features. The Examiner respectfully 
disagrees, however, for the reasons presented in the following rejection. 

The Applicants' arguments have therefore been fully considered, but are not persuasive. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 10, 17-20, and 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,581,207, which is attributed to Sumita et al. (and hereafter referred to as 
"Sumita"), and also over U.S. Patent No. 6,044,365, which is attributed to Cannon et al. (and 
hereafter referred to as "Cannon"). In general, Sumita describes an "information filtering 
system" for presenting multimedia programs to a user according to the user's personal tastes (see 
column 1, line 59 - column 2, line 34). The user's taste in programs is maintained via a "user 
profile," and is mapped against content description information in order to ascertain multimedia 
programs of interest to the user (see column 2, lines 22-34). Specifically, an "information 
filtering unit" performs this mapping (see column 2, lines 22-34). Thus Sumita describes, in a 
user adaptive multimedia system reflecting user preference information extracted from user 
history information, an apparatus, namely an information filtering unit, which is for mapping 
data for an efficient matching between user preference information and content description 
information. 

Specifically regarding claim 10, Sumita describes a server system, called a "broadcasting 
station," which is for transmitting an electronic program guide having information about 
multimedia program data to be serviced to a user (for example, see column 4, lines 36-50). 
Sumita also describes a client system, specifically an "information filtering unit," which maps 
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object data by receiving content description information transmitted from the server system, 
namely the electronic program guide, and performs matching between the content description 
information and user preference information extracted from user history information regarding 
prior multimedia programs (see column 4, lines 36-67; and column 6, lines 22-56). Particularly, 
the information filtering unit performs this mapping by using keywords maintained in the user's 
profile to find relevant programs in the electronic program guide (see column 6, lines 22-56). 
This information filtering unit thus obtains user preference information regarding programs 
described in the received electronic program guide and reflects the gotten user preference 
information to a multimedia system, specifically video equipment on the user's side (for 
example, see column 4, lines 36-67). Sumita, however, does not explicitly disclose that the 
server transmits to the client a table including identifier codes and expressions for object data 
included in content description information of multimedia data in which each expression has a 
corresponding identifier code and in which different expressions relating to the same object data 
are assigned the same identifier code, whereby as expressed in claim 10, a similar table already 
existing on the client system is compared with this table in order to update the client's table. 

Like Sumita, Cannon presents a system used to access and present multimedia data 
according to a user's preference. Specifically, both Sumita and Cannon disclose that one or 
more keywords are used to search for and identify multimedia content satisfying user preference 
information (see column 6, lines 22-56 of Sumita; and column 2, lines 62-67 of Cannon). 
Regarding this use of keywords to identify multimedia content, Cannon describes a problem, 
stating that although various expressions usually identify the same multimedia content, only one 
keyword is accepted to search for and access the multimedia content; meaning that the exact 
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keyword must be known to identify the content (see column 3, lines 33-65). Cannon remedies 
this problem with a thesaurus file comprising a plurality of expressions, whereby each expression 
in the thesaurus is linked to one or more "referent sets," and whereby each referent set is in turn 
linked to a multimedia entity (see column 4, lines 39-65; and column 6, line 31 - column 7, line 
49). A single referent set associates synonyms, metonyms, misspellings, and foreign language 
equivalents into a single set identifying a multimedia data entity to be retrieved. One of a 
plurality of possible expressions, each referring to the same content, is thus used to determine 
and access the content. Specifically, in order to retrieve a multimedia entity, an expression 
describing the entity is input and then found in the thesaurus, whereby the referent set or sets 
comprising the word are ascertained, thus identifying the related multimedia entities (see column 
7, line 65 - column 8, line 21). The thesaurus file therefore comprises an array of expressions, 
i.e. "thesaurus items," and for each expression, the thesaurus file comprises one or more 
associated "entity identifiers," which ultimately identify the multimedia entity to which the 
expression is associated (for example, see figures 5 and 7; and their associated description in 
column 5, line 3 - column 6, line 1, and column 6, line 3 1 - column 7, line 49). It is understood 
that two expressions may be associated with the same entity identifier (for example, see figure 
5). Such an entity identifier, being maintained on a computer, is necessarily maintained as code, 
e.g. in binary form. Accordingly, such an entity identifier is considered an "identifier code," like 
recited in the claimed invention. The thesaurus file of Cannon is therefore considered a "table 
including identifier codes and expressions for object data included in content description 
information of multimedia data in which each expression as a corresponding identifier code and 
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in which different expressions relating to the same object data are assigned the same identifier 
code," like recited in the claimed invention. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of 
Sumita and Cannon before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the system taught 
by Sumita such that, along with the electronic program guide, the information filtering unit 
additionally receives a thesaurus file, like that described by Cannon, the thesaurus file being used 
to reference programs in the electronic program guide by keywords in the user's profile. It 
would have been advantageous to one of ordinary skill to utilize such a combination because a 
thesaurus file provides for a more accurate determination of media, given a keyword, as is taught 
by Cannon. Thus with this combination of Sumita and Cannon, a thesaurus file is sent from a 
server to a client system. It is understood that a thesaurus file already existing on the client 
system (i.e. the previous thesaurus file delivered) is necessarily either overridden or augmented 
by the new thesaurus file. In terms of being augmented, the two thesaurus files are necessarily 
compared and the previous thesaurus file is updated to include new entity identifiers, i.e. 
identifier codes, for multimedia programs not previously referenced by the thesaurus file. In 
other words, the method taught by Sumita and Cannon necessarily involves: providing, from a 
server to a client, a table, i.e. thesaurus file, including identifier codes and expressions for object 
data included in content description information of multimedia data in which each expression has 
a corresponding identifier code and in which different expressions relating to the same object 
data are assigned the same identifier code; comparing identifier codes of the provided table with 
a stored preference information table, i.e. thesaurus, including identifier codes and expressions 
for object data in which each expression has a corresponding identifier code and in which 
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different expressions relating to the same object data are assigned the same identifier code; and 
updating the preference information table of the client with information in the provided table if 
the identifier codes of the tables are different, as is recited in claim 10. 

As per claim 17, the above-described combination of Sumita and Cannon teaches: 
providing an object data expression information table, i.e. a thesaurus file, from a content 
description information constructor, i.e. a server, to a preference information constructor, i.e. a 
client, when the preference information constructor and the content description information 
constructor do not jointly own an object data expression information table of the same content in 
comparing and updating of content information between the preference information constructor 
and the content description information constructor; and updating a preference information table, 
i.e. an outdated thesaurus file, of the preference information constructor by using information of 
the provided object data expression information table after comparing the preference information 
table and the provided object data expression information table, wherein updating the preference 
information table comprises updating the preference information table by the preference 
information constructor by comparing the table provided from the content description 
information constructor with the preference information table of the preference information 
constructor, as is claimed. 

Concerning claim 18, the above-described combination of Sumita and Cannon further 
teaches that updating the client's thesaurus involves: generating a table, i.e. a thesaurus file, 
including identifier codes each corresponding to object data, i.e. multimedia programs having 
various associated expressions for expressing the object data, by a content information 
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constructor, i.e. server; and providing the table generated from the content information 
constructor to a preference information constructor, i.e. a client, as is claimed. 

Concerning claim 19, the above-described combination of Sumita and Cannon further 
teaches: generating a table, i.e. a thesaurus file, including identifier codes for expressing at least 
one object data of the same content, i.e. multimedia programs, and representative expressions by 
the identifier codes by a content information constructor, i.e. server; and providing the table 
generated from the content information constructor to a preference information constructor, i.e. a 
client; and updating the preference information table to map a same identifier code to different 
expressions of object data having a same content based on the table provided from the content 
description information constructor, as is claimed. 

As per claim 20, the above-described combination of Sumita and Cannon further teaches: 
providing direct information stored in a content description information constructor, i.e. 
information within a thesaurus file within a server, to a preference information constructor, i.e. a 
client, as a lookup table format when the preference information constructor and the content 
description information constructor do not jointly own an object data expression information 
table of the same content in comparing and updating of content information of the preference 
information constructor and the content description information constructor; transforming the 
direct information of the lookup table into identifier codes by comparing content information of 
the preference information constructor and the content description constructor; and updating a 
preference information table by the preference information constructor after comparing identifier 
codes stored in the preference information table and the transformed identifiers, wherein the 
preference information table includes the identifier codes and expressions for object data in 
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which each expression has a corresponding identifier code and in which different expressions 
relating to the same object data are assigned the same identifier code, as is claimed. 

Concerning claims 22-24, Sumita teaches using keywords within a user profile to identify 
broadcast programs to be viewed on a television or other display device, as is described above. 
That is, the keywords are representative of, and correspond to, broadcast programs of interest to 
the user. Cannon further teaches that such keywords may be organized within a table in order to 
identify multimedia content that may be expressed in various different ways. That is, the 
thesaurus file of Cannon, as used as described above to identify broadcast programs that may be 
expressed in different ways, necessarily comprises expressions, i.e. keywords, which are 
representative of, and correspond to, the broadcast programs. 



Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated any new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Blaine Basom whose telephone number is (571) 272-4044. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, from 8:30 am to 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine Kincaid can be reached on (571) 272-4063. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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